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Abstract

department heads -from 134 institutions (mainly universities) indi-
cated the-weight they generally give to various criteria for evaluating indi-
vidual faculty members. The questionnaire they responded to included: (a)
the criteria used for evaluating overallaculty performance; (b) the sources
ofinformation for- evaluating-teaching; -and.(c) the kinds of-information-
used for judging scholarship or research performance. Although teaching,
research, and service are generally acknowledged as the major_functions of
most universities, responses by the 453 department -heads indicated that
public cir university service-is usually-given little importance_in evaluating
faculty members for decisions-regarding:tenure, salary, and _promotion.
The Research Uniyersities-emphasize_research and scholarship; as- might-
be- expected. The-so-called Doctoral--Granting Universities-and the Cpm-
prehensive Universities and Colleges said that teaching Was-ranked first in
importance, followed- closely by research. The _results -of- -the study-also
suggest an increase in the use of_some'of theAliore systematic-and_tangible
kinds-ofre_vidence forrevaluating- teachingperformance (e.g.,_student rat-
ings), though_the use_of such evidence falls-far short of what_ department
heads think is needed. In general,-the evaluation of research and_scholar-
ship depends very much on the level of the-institution and- he type-of
department. For example, peer judgments of research-and the number_ of
articles in vality_journals-are-much7more important in-social-science de-
partments in the-Research-Universities than in the same departments_in
the Comprehensive Universities,and Colleges.

Additional- copies of this report, -at $1.50 per copy, -may be ordered
from:

Graduate Record Examinations Program
Educational Testing Servie

Princeton, NJ 08540

Copyright © 1977 by Educational Testing Service. All rights reserved.
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How Universities Evaluate Faculty lerfOnia,rice:
A Survey of Department Hezalls

GREB No. 75-5bR'/
Decisions Lon Lemin tenure and promotion are becoming
increasingly more-difficult to make in colleges and univ er-
sities. During the expansion years of the sixties, must de-
partments were concerned largely with recruiting and keep-
mg competent faculty members, but enrollments have ta-
pered off and departments are no longeradding staff mem-
bers. This steady-state condition has put many institutions
at or near-prescribed limits in the percentage of faculty -on
tenure, in fact, the American Association of University Pro-
lesson,' Annual Report on the Ltunomn. Shaw, uf.tlir Prost,zon
found that 60 percent of all fatality members had tenure in
1976.;

contrast -to the last decade, institutions are now often
forced to make fine-distinctions between generally compe-
tent staff members. 'A hat information do departments-use
in making- these decisions? How: di; the critical decision
makers, such as department heads, think-an indivjdual fac-
ulty- member's performance-ought to be evaluated? These
questions were -investigated in this stutfy 123y survey ing
pract .es at-a large-number of universities.

Previous Research

Most=studies_ot how faculty -pertorman,ie is evaluated have
-been-based on reports from atadentiLdeaqs_or vice presi-
dents. One of the earliest stuOieks1..by Gustati (1961) and
included a national sample, of a nd ;Om% ersiti-..

Astin,and Lee (1967)-rep4atV thAstpev_ aVifit five years
later with a sinularly_.exterisiv e all -types uf post-

-secondary institutions: Both studiestisked-adminiltrators
to indicate-the importSn.ee_of various;sourc'es ofinfilrination
in evaluating, first, faculty_ perform'ifnce and, s94ond,.fiKich-

-ing performance. The-results'ivere analy,7.0-briSte of in-
stitution. 1n-both surveys fhe universItyddyans'of arts and
sciences ranked.department heads- aA;theliOt important
source of information. Although the de'qns,isinIted informal

A <
student opinion and- systematic studeqqatings high_ in
1961,-five years later they indicated that syidents were less
a factor -in- promotions than they iici-be0. Over 90 percent
of the arts and science deans umhe unwersities in the
Astin and Lee survey indicatellitat classroom teaching and

research -were given equal:thigh Weight in assessing fac-
ulty-performance. .3

Seldin (1975) repeated, the Gustad and the Astin and Lee
surveys in 1974 with academic dons-in liberal arts colleges
in.order-to_examine_Lhanges that might-have taken place-in
the-eight-year period. The-deans reported more emphasis

on by stematic studei4 ratings evaluating teaching (an
increase from 11 to :29 percent of colleges) ami slightly
less emphasis onresearckin-evaluating overall facidty per-
formance. The increased use-of student ratings in Making
decisions on faculty; advancement was also reported in
studies that included doctoral-level- universities (Bejar,
1975, Boyd & Schietinger, 1976). A Southern Regional Edu-
cation Board study found, in addition, that_the niajor pur-
pose of evaluation in doctoral-level universities was to
make decisions on faculty advancement, rather than to im-
pros e instruction, and that department heads had greater
responsibility than academic deans or vice- presidents in
making these decisions (Boyd& Schietinger, 1976).

One of the-few studies that sampled faculty, perceptions
of evaluation procedures -found that the most- influential
factors in _promotions-and-tenure decisions were p9blica-
tions, the-depayment head's-evaluation,_ and gStdent-rat-
ings (Thorne, Setitt, & Beaird, 1976). This study, Which-was
conducted at institutions in the Oregon State system, also
_reported tlyt grant support was considered to be influential-
-in the_pKxsical science departments.

Althoiliirthe past studies -point to theTtimprtance of de-
partment heads in- making decisions -on advancement,

-none surveyed these _individuals';percdptions of current
practices.- With -the exception of-the Oregon State study,-the
earlier st6dies had also investigated administrators' percep-
tions-ofiinstitutionwide_procedtires rather than the' criteria

7, used at the departinert level:-Faculty performance might be
viewed quite differeittly in different-fields of study. In par-
ticular, the evaluation of-i'esearch,and scholarShip, which
the prior studies had looked-at in detail; mishebe ex-
pected-to varY-ronsid6la' bly-by department

Purpose of the PregentIStucly

The present-study _report;theimportance that departnienty
.

heads or chairmen give to vafio#criteria in evalttatingir(-
-tfividual faculty membersJ,:injddition -to overall- faculty
performance, the study discusses, the.thairmen's,Views_of
the usea n dim portance of specific critecia for asscssing both
teaching and research performance. determine-the exi

7.7
1Buth Miesdepartment head and chairman apply to the groups sufv-eyed
and are used in this report although it is recognized that the terms are not
always synonymous-Use of rim:0114n rather than thairpersou or chair follows
current-APA style guidelines,-as published in Amman Psytholost, June
1977, p. 492.
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tent to which_current practices coincide_with preferred prac-
tices,-respondents also were asked to indicate what impor-
tance they thought should. be attached to each criterion.
Comparisons are- discussed --for -four-departmental- sub -
groupsand for three different types of universities.

Procedure

The questionnaire used in the study (see Appendix A) par-
tially overlapped the forms- firsLused_in the-Gustad-(1961)
and-Astm and Lee(1967)-studies and later adapted by Se1-
din-(1975).-11 differed.froM the forms used in the previous
studies in that- (1) a question regarding the criteria-used to
evaluate scholarship or research performance was added,
and-(2) the criteria used to evaluate overall.faculty or teach-
-mg performance were somewhat altered or extended. Four
copies of the questionnaire were sent to the graduate deans
of 168 universities (a 50 percent random sample of the
members. of the Council of Graduate Schools in the United
States). The cleans were asked to distribute the question-
naires to four heads of departments from a variety of disci-
plines, giving preference to departments that offered both
graduate and- undergraduate degree programs. One or
-More usable questionnaires were received -from 134-
-universitiesa participation rate of-about 80 percent. Ques-
tionnaire returns from department heads, based_ on four
copies per, university, amounted to about-67 percent from
all universities that-were contacted, -or -85 percent of the 134
universities known to have-distributed the questionnaires.
Eight graduate deans said they could not participate in the
study. A total of-453 usable questionnaires were included in

_the data analyses.
-For-purposes of-analysis, -the-universities were-grouped

according-to a classification scheme developed by-the-Car-
-negie -ComMission on Higher Education (1973). Three
groups`were formed by-combining-Carnegie-subcategories.
The first level, -Research Universities, included (a)-the 100
universities that led in= federal financial support_in 1969-70
and_tha t_a warded at-least 50 doctor's degrees in 1969 -70 or
(b) the 50 institutions that led in terms of total-number of
doctor's degrees awarded during the years 1960 to-1970. In
ali-cases, Ph.D.'s, Ed:D.'s, MD.'s on the same campus,
and-Other doctor's degrees were counted. There were 158
departments from these Research Universities in the study,

The-second level, Doctoral-Granting Universities, com-
bined-two categories. The first-category-consisted of institu-
tions-that-awarded 40-or more .doctoral degrees-in 1969-70
or- received -at -least S3 million in- -total federal financial sup-
port in-either- 1969 =70 or 1970-71. The second category-in-
cluded institutions that awarded at-least 10 doctoral degrees
in 1969-70 and- a -few new doctoral-granting institutions
that may -be expected to increase the number of degrees
awarded within a few years. Mere were 122 departments
-from these Doctoral -C, ranting Universities-in the study, 80
percent of which were in the first category.

The third level, Comprehensive Universities-and Col-
leges, consisted mainly of institutions that offered a liberal
arts program and at least two protessiunal or occupational
programs. Many of them otte,ed a master 1-s-degree, but

4

lacked a doctoral program or had an eNtrernely limited doc-
toral program. About 80 percent of the -173 departments in
this group were at institutions that fit this description. The
-remaining=20 percent-were at-institutions that_offered-a-lib-
&al arts program and at least one professional/occupational
program or were specialized institutions (for example,
schools of engineering or technology).

Of the 453 departments in the study, about_ two-thirds
were at.public institutions. Sixty -four percent these in-
stitutions offered a Ph.D..or other doctoral-degree, and 36
percent offered a master's as their highest degree. Only_3-of
the 453 departments offered- nothing higher than a
bachelor's degree.

The questionnaire responde-nts represented about 80 dif-
ferent academic disciplines. To evaluate possible differ-
ences in the responses of department heacV from different
disciplines, the departments were grouped into four
categories: humanities, social sciences, natural sciences,
and professional-fields. Humanities included all languages
and literature, philosophy, religion, speech, fine arts,
-music, and dramatic arts. Social- sciences-included -geog-
raphy, anthropology, economics, history, government,
psychology, and sociology. Natural-so nces included all of
the biological sciences, chemistry, ph, st-s, geology, and
Mathematics. Professional -fields include( ainly depart-
ments of education, engineering, and business In addition,
a total of about a-dozen responses-came from department-
head's -in_lields-such as-architecture, agriculture, forestry,
home economics, veterinary medicine, and law.

Table 1 includes the number of departmentS each

group and at each university-level. There-were:102 depart-

Table 1. Number of Departments in the Study within Each
Department Group and.at Each University Level

University Levels

Department Groups

Total
Professional

Fields
Social

Sciences Humanities

Natural
Sciences

Research Universities 43 36 36 43 158

Doctoral-Granting
Universities 26 27 27 42 122

COmprehensive
Universities and Colleges 47 39 41 46 173

Total 116 102 104 131 453

ments in the social sciences, 104 in the 'humanities, 131 in
the-natural sciences, and 116 in the professional fields For
each of the three -le'vels'of universities determined by the
Carnegie classification scheme, there were between 26 and
47 departments in -each of the-four discipline groups, thus
allowing department-group by university level interactions
to be-investigated.

Each criterion in the questionnaire was responded to on a
fie -point scale as follows:not available, not a factor, Minor
factor, major-factor, and-extremely critical factor The aver-
age response for each criterion was computed for each de-



partment group and university level. Analysis of variance
and canonical disuinunant tunaion analysis were used in
the study to investigate response differences.

Results

The results are presented in -three sections: the criteria used
for evaitieting ovkrall faculty performance, the sourLes of
informon for evaluating teaching, and the kinds of in-
formation/Used-for judging scholarship or research perfor-
mancOn_each section the data %%ere anal) zed by lev el 9f
university and by department subgroup. Although differ-
ences for department groups within each of the university
-levels (department by !ere! interaction) %Ni`2rt2. also Inv esti

gated, these interactions were significant only in_the evalu-
ation of scholarship or research performance, canonical dis-
criminant function analysis was used to illustrate this in-
feiRtion.

Criteria in Assessing Total-Faculty Performance

The questionnaire included 13 general criteria-that might be
used in evaluatint faculty members. These are-listed in Fig-
ures 1 and 2 and in Tables 2, 3, and 4, along with the sum-
Manes_ of the respooses_oLdepartnient-chairmen. Class-
room teaching, quality of publications, and personal qual-
ifiLat!ons (academic degrees and professional experience)
were most frequently reportedas major or extremely critical

Figure 1. Average weight giyen to various criteria for evaluating total faculty performance, by university level

Criteria

Classroom teaching"

Number of publications"

Quality of publications"

Research and'or creative activity
(Independent of publication)

Not a
Factor

Supervision of student research. including
%erving on master's and doctoral committees"

Student advising*,

Campus committee work. service to college

Activity in prthessional societies
(hold office, edit journal tc )

Public or community service"

Competing job offers"

Consultation (government, business, etc )'

Personality factors

Personal qualificatiory (academic degrees
professional experience. etc )"

*p 05

p 01

Minor
Factor

Major
Factor

1=111111

t

Key.

Research Universities

DoctoralGranting Universities

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges

Extremely
Critical
Factor

5



factors in judging faculty members. As indicated in-Figure
1, however, department chairmen at .the three levelsk n-
stautiosis...gave_ diffetenLeMphase.sAto_e_ach of the three

criteria. -Less weight was placed on1lassrootmteaching or
personal qualifications,m the Research Universities than in
Doctoral-Granting Universities or Comprehensive Univer-
sities and Colleges-On the other hand, the reverse was true
for quality of publications, which, not surprisingly, was

Criteria

college service (for exam*, campus committee work).
Other criteria in w. hich universities differed according to
Carnegie classificatiOn were the following: supervision of

tially the same weight as the number of,publications and as

judged more important in the Research Universities than at
either of the other two university levels. Chairmen in Com-
prehensive Univasities and Colleges not only placed less

emphasis on quality of publications, but also gave it essen-

Figure 2. Average weight given to variousbriteria for evaluating total faculty performance, by departmental subgroup

Extremely
Critical
Fact&

-Classroom teaching

Number of publications-

-Quality of piiblicatiops"

Not a
Factor

P?search andior creative activity
(independent of publication)

Supervision of student research, including

o
serving orr master's and doctoral committees

Student advising"

Campus committee work, service to college'

Activity in professional societies
(hold office. edit journal. etc)*

Public or community service"

Competing job offers"

Minor
Factor

Major
Factor

1

Consultation (government. business, etc.)" i Aipp..........
Personality factors

Personal qualifications (academic degrees.
,piofessional experience. etc.)'

'p -= 05

*ei - Al

6

Key:

Professional Fields

..,-- Social Sciences

11=I II 111/11

Humanities.

Natural Sciences



Table 2. Current anctPreferred Criteria for Evaluating Total Faculty Performance

Percentage Indicating Extremely Critical'FaCtor or Not a Factor

Current Use and4Importance in
Personnel FeecOmmendations

Importance Each Should Have in
Personnel Recommendations

Professional
Fields

N-1,16

Social

Sciences

N =102

Humanities

N-104

Natural
Sciences

N=-131

Professional
Fields

N=116

Social
8cierces.

N=-102

Humanities

N=104

Natural
Sciences

N=131

Ext.
Crit

Not
a

Fact.
Ext.
Crit.

Not
a

Fact

Ext.
Cnt.

Not
a

fact.

Not Not
Ext.
Crit.

Not__
a

Fact.
Eit.
Crit.

Not
a

Fact:-

Not
Ext. -a

Crit. Fact.
Ext.
Crit,

a

Fact.
Ext.
Crit.

a

Fact.

Classroom teaching 38 0 35 -1 44 -1- 31 0 59 0 46 1 69 0 44 0

Number of publicatiOns 10 2 15 2 13 6 12 -2 4 1 8 1 6 7 ,9 1

Quality of publications 20 41 38 3 36 2 34 55 52 1 49 1

Researph andfor creative activity
(independent of publication) 12 17 6 18 20 15 23 0 21

Supervision of student research.
including serving on masters and
doctoral committees 8 5 9 8 8 6 5 16 8 15 2 15 2

Student advising 11 2 24 6 17, 3 17 13 10 11' 6 5

Campus committee work. service
to college . 5 3 9 5 4 2 9 5 1 ,4 3 2 6

Activity in profestional societies
(hold office. edit journal. etc_) 2 8 2 10 4 .5 2 8 3 3 5 -5 6 3 4 4

Public or community service 2 24 2 '29 2 36 1 47 3 16- 3 25 2 27 0 36

Competing job offers 1 53 7 31 4 47 4 44 1 58 3 38 2 43 2 49

Consultation (government,
business. etc) 1 23- 1 45 1 47 0 50 21 2 35 0 43 1 40

Personality factors 5 15 Ne,25 10 21 4 18 16 1- 33 7 25 '2 21

Persdnal qualifications
(academic degrees, professional
experience. etc.) 27 3 32 28 23 23 0 32 5 21

student research (greatest emphasis in Research Uniyer-
sates), student -adv ising(greatest emphasis-inComprehen-
sive-Universitius and Colleges), and competingAob -offers
(most-important-in Research Universities)-

Figure 2 illustrates the differences in emphasis on each
criterion accordingto departmental subgroup. Publications
(quality and number) were more important in the natural
and social sciences thanrn the professional schools and the
humanities. Student ad% sery ice, and consulta-
tion were given more weight-in the _professional depart-
ments than in the other three department groups.

Current, and preferred criteria -for evaluating faculty
niembers for decisionson promotions are given in fables 2
and 3 (by departments) and in-Table 4 (by- university level).
The absolute .differences between current and preferred
emphases ereAso investigated and have been taken into
accountsm-the following_discussion. The percentages of de-

partment heads-reporting each criterion as an "extremely
critical factor" or "not a factor" are reported-in Table 2. As
this table indicates, there are not -only variations -between-
the department subgroups-butito some extent, within the
subgroups-as well, For example, 41 percent of the social
science department heads reported quality ofipublications
to be an-extremely-critical factor-and_4 percent = reported it
not to be a factor. In gineral, Table -2- indicates that quality of
publications was a little-more frequently chosen as a critical-
fa,tor _than teaching was in-the social sciences and natural_
sciences, while the -reverse was- true in the professional-
fields and the humanities. Criteria that chairmen preferred
to emphasize more were quality of publications, supervi-
sion of student-research, advising students, and, to some
.extent, unpublished research or creative activity (Tables 2
..nd 3). The number of publications should, accot ding to the
chairmen, be a less critical factor. Several criteria were not

7
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Table 3. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for
Evaluating Faculty for Promotion, Salary Increase, or Tenure,

by Departmental

Current Use
and Importance

Importance Each
Should-H ve

P S N P S N

Classroom teaching 1 1 1.5 1 2 1 2

Number of publications 5 4 5 3 7 5 7 6

Quality of publications 3 2 2 1.5 2 1 2 1

Research andror creative
activity (independent of
publication) . 4 6 4 6 3 "4 4 4

Supervision of student research,
including serving on masters
and doctoral committees 6 5 7 5 5 6 3

Student advising 70 9.5 9 10. 6 7 6 7

Campus committee work, service
to college 0 9 7 -6 8 9 8 8 9

Activity in professional
societies (hojd office. edit
journal, etc.) 8 8 8 7 8 9 9 8

Public or community service f1 12 11 12 11 10.5 ti 11 5

Competing job. offers 13 11 12 11 13 12 12 13

Consultation (government.
business, etc.) 12 la 13 13 12 13 13 11 5

Personality factors 10 9.5 10 9 10 10.5 10 10

Personal qualifications
(academic degrees, professional
experience, etc.) 2 3 4 4 3 3 5

'P Professional Fields. N = 116 ( no = 97
S Social Sciences. N- 102 (rho = 94)
H -*Humanities; N = ICA (rho = 94)
N .-- Natural Sciences; N= 131-(rho = 90)

Rank difference correlations between current importance and preferred im-

portance are shown in parentheses

_ .

factors in evaluating faculty pertormaoce rn inan.
departments--in particular, competing job offers, consulta-

tion, public or community service, and .personality factors.
Nloreover, none of these deserved more weight, according

to the respondents. I he respondents -also were generally
satistied,witli the great importance given to-personal qual-

ifications..
Table 4 presellts a ranking of the current and preferred

criteria by level of university. Respondents in Research
UniversitiVs thought that qualm 'of- publications followed

by classroom teaching should be the lisp lvvo criteria, as
indeed has been the case in current, practice. However, they
would putless emphasis on the number of publications and

more on research-or creative activity independent of publi-
cation and on student advising, including the supervision
of student research. Repofideills in the second and third
level universities, where classroom teaching a as ranked

first as a current and preferred kuterion. would also like to

see 'student advising and supervision of student research
-emphasized.

,

Table 4. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for
Evaluating Faculty for Promotion, Salary Increase, or Tenure,

by University Level'

Current Use
and Importance

Importance E ach
Should Ha e

All II III All ill

Classroom leaching 1 2, 1 1 1 2 1 1

Number of publications 4 3 4 5 6 6 6- 7

Quality of publications 2 1 2 3' 2 .1 2 2

Research andror creative
activity (independent of

. publication) 5 5 5 4. 4 3 4 4

Supervision of student research,
including serving on master's
and doctoral committees 6 6 6 8 5 4 5 6

Student advising >9 9 10 7 7 7 7 '5
Campus committee work. service
to college 7" 9 8 6 9 9 9 8

Activity in professional
societies (hold office, edit
journal, etc.) 8 7 7 9.5 8 8 8 9

Public or community service 11 12 11 11 11 12 12 11

Competing gob otters 12 9 13 13 13 11 13 13

Consultation (government,
business, etc.) 13 13 12 12 12 13 11-

Personality factors 10 .11 9 9.5 10 10 10 10

Personal qualifications
(academic degrees, professional
experience. etc.) 3 4 3 2 3 5 3 3

'Departments grouped by university classifica ion as follows:

I = Research Universities; N - 158 (rho =- 92)
II = Doctoral-Granting,Universities: N = 122 rho .95)

III Comprehensive Universities and Colleges: N= 173 (rho .95)

Rank difference correlations between current importance and preferred

importance -are shown in.parentheses,

Evaluating Teaching Performance

A summary of the responses to 15 possible sources of-in-
formatiorraised to evaluate the teaching performance ofin-
dividual facultyrnembers appears in Figures 3 and 4 and in

Tables 5, 6, and 7.
Chairinen evaluations,. systematic 'student- ratings, and

colleagues' opinions were generally-the most influential in-

dicators of teaching performance. Least used were vid-
eotapes of classroom teaching, the long-term follow-up of
students, alumni ratings, colleague ratings based on class-

room visits, and strident examination performance. The
weight given to several of the-indicators differed by level of

university (Figure 3). -Systematic student ratings, for evam-

plc, were less important at Compicheigive Universities
and Colleges than at Research or Doctofal-Granting Uni-
versities.- Deans' evaluations and self-evaluations were
least Important al Research-Universities Teaching im-
provement activities, such as participation in in-service

programs or faculty development practices, tended-to carry
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Figure 3: Average weight given to various sources of information for evaluating teaching performance, by university level

Sources uf
Information

Systematic student ratings

Informal student opinions 4

Colleague ratings based
onolassrcom visits

Colleague opinions'

Student exam performance

Content of course syllabi
and exarfiinations

Chairman evaluation

Dean evaluation"

Committee evaluation

Selfevaluation or repoit"

Long-term follow-up of
students' performance

Alumni opinions or ratings

Popularity of elective
courses (e g., enrolimenty

Videotape of classroom teaching

Teaching improvement activities
(participation in workshops,
in-service programs. etc.)"

'p <,05.

P..< 91

Not a
Factor

6111.1,9"rnC'

Minor
Factor

Major
Factors

.......... .................

More iNieight in promotions at the Comprehensie:eni% er-
sines-and Colleges than at the otherzt%%o le% els.

[he department subgroups differed on only three of the
teaLlung indkators (Figure 4). At.ording to the Lhairmen,
the prolessional departments emphasized deans' e%alua-
tions and- teal-lung impro% ement dal% Ries more than did
the othor three departinetit groups. teat.hing impro% ement
attivities %% ere gi% en the least %% eight m howl st.iente de-
partments. Both social science and humanities departments
put slightl% more emphasis on enrollment in cleat%
Lotuses as an indicator %if teiii.hing pet tormante than-did
the professional or natural science departments.

1

Key:

Research Universities

DoctoralGranting Universities

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges

Extremely
Critical
Factor

Vitiuneatil of the department subgroups there %%ere also
Lonsiderable differences in the:emphasis gi% en to several of
the indicators (Table 5). For-example, 21 percent of the su-
ual sLieme departments reporte,ii systematic student rat-
ings as an extremely critical factor,-%%hereas 11.percent said
they %%ere not a-factor. Committee evaluation 1, aried even
more, %%ith, almost- equally high numbers of departments
int.luding-it as an extremely_ tsitical-factor or not a factor at
all

Fables 6, and 7 report the preferences of department
heads in evaluating teat.hing. Changes in the absolute val-
ues of torrent %s. preferred %veights .% ere also inspected.

9



Figure 4. Average weightgiven to various sources of information for evaluating teaching performance, by depa !mental subgroup

Sources of
Information

Systematic student ratings

Informal student opinions

Colleague ratings based
on classroom visits

Colleague opinions

Student exam performance

Content of course syllabi
and examinations

Chairman evaluation

Dean evaluation'

Committee evaluation

Selfevaluation or report

I:ong-term follow-up of
students' performance

Alumni opinions or ratings

*Popblatity of elective
courses (e g, enrollment)"

Videotape of classroom teaching

leaching improvement activities
(participation in workshops,
in-service programs, etc.)'

.05 .

- 01
1

IIM

Key;

Professional Fields

Soya' Sciences

Humanities

Natural Sciences

Although the respondents said that systematic student rat-
ings should have slightly more importance than the cur-
rently do, few would make them a critical factor (Table? 5
and 7). Colleagues' opinions should be less important, but
colleague ratings of teaching based on classroom visits, cur-
rently not a lactor in many departments, should-be given
much greater emphasis. I he content of course syllabi -and
of examinations should also be more important, moving
from seventh- or eighth-ranked in current emphasis to
Unit-ranked in preferred importance. 1 he popularity of
elective courses, respondents-generally agreed; should re-
ceive relatively- less importance, although they preferred to

10

Extremely
Critical
Factor

r

give more emphasis to longterm follow-up of student per-
formance (Tables 4 and 7). Several sources -of information,
the respondents s'aid, should- have more importance in
evaluating teaching, although there was little change -in

their relative position as -indicated- by the rankings. These

were. student examination performance, alumni opinions
or ratings, teaching improvement activities, and videotapes
of classroom teaching. Apparently -department heads
would like to attach more importance to a_ wider variety-of-

information than they- nos'21o. Whether it is feasible to,do
so with some of the criteriafor example,- alumni ratings of
teachersis another question.



Table 5. Current and Preferred Sources of Information for Evaluating Teaching Performance

Percentage.Indicating Extremely Critical Factor and Not a Factor

Current Use and Importance mportance Each Should Have

Professional
Fields

N- 116

Social
Sciences

N ---- 102

Humanities

N= 104

Natural
Sciences

N 131

Professional
Fields

N =116

Social
Scier,es Humanities

N104

Natural
Sciences

N:.431

Ext
Crit

Not
a

Fact
Ext

Crit

Not
a

Fact

Not
Ext

-Crit Fact

EA_
Cut

' Not
a

Fact
Ext.
Crit.

Not
a

Fact

Ext.
Crit

Not
a

Fact

Ext

Crit.

Not
a.-

,Fact.

- Not
Ext. a

Crit. Fact,

-Systematic- student ratings 15 5 21 11 24 7 21 9 16 1 20 8 23 3 15 4

.Informal student opinions 1 6 4 7 1 8 2 5 1 9 1 14 1 10 3 14

Colleague ratings Osed on
' classroom visits 2 50 4 54 9 47 5 34 9 19 10 39 11 22 8 19

'Colleague opinions 12 9 10 8 17 6 8 3 9 4 5 11 13 7 7 7

Student examination performance 4 31 4 38 4 22 2 32 2 38 1 38 5 .31 2 .32

Content-of course syllabi and
examination 2 38 1 38 5 31 2 32 6 8 2 '15 11- 13 5 14-

Chairman evaluation 23 5 16 10 24 8 47 5 25 2 13 10 24 7 14 5

Dean evaluation 22 '2 10 28 13 27 7 24 15 11 3 30 .9 25 4 26

Committee evaluation 22 20 24 25 27 - 18 24 i 16 18 12 21 19 24 13 22 11

Self-evaluation or report 3 I 37 .1 45 - 4 40 3 35 «6 19 2 '38 6 21 5 27

Long-term follow-up of
«students' performance 2 59 1 81 6 51 2 47 23 5 38 10 20 7 20

Alumni opinions or ratings 1 48 1 57 0 57 0 45 34 0 38 4 32 2 3:

POpularitpof elective courses
(e.g.> enrollment) 1 43 2 25 1 23 1 40 0 34 1 25 0 27 0 38

Videotape of classroom teaching 0 62 0 64 1 71 1 61 4- 47 2 50 1 51 2 56

Teaching improvement activities
(participation in workshops.
in- service- programs, etc ) 29 1 49' 4 48

I)

1 45 5 14 1 31 4' 22 1- 27

I

Table 6: Ranking of Current and Preferred
Sources of Information for Evaluating Teaching

Performance, by Departmental Subgroup'
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Table 7. Ranking of Curren') and Preferred
Sources of Information for Evaluating Teaching

Performance, by University Levelli

Current (1 e
and Import nce

Importai ce Each
Should Have

A11 I 11 III Alt I II III
,.....3

iysternafic student ratings ' 2 5 2 2 4 1 1 1 2

llama) student opinions 5 5 5 6 6 6 7 7 5

:dneague ratings based on
;lassroom eosits - 12 12 10 12 7 7 6 9

:oiteague, igluons 2 5 1 3 2 3 3 3 4

Iiidens examination
erformance 11 12 11 12 9 13 12

;ontent 01 course syllabi
find examinations 7 7 8 7 5 5 5 5

;nairman evatOation ' 3 1 1 2 2 2 1

Nean evatuation 6 8 6 5 8 11 9 6

:ommittet evatuafion 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3

iedevaluation or report 9 to 9 8 5 1 r 14 10 10

.ongtetm fottoienup of
tooants performance 14 14 14 13 9 8 8 II

%fume; uuinionS or ratings 13 13 13 14 14 12 5 12 14

'opulardy of elective x.,

burs-Os to 9 enrollment) 8 6 7 10 -I.3

.
10 14 13

AdeotaDe oi classroom
eacning 15 15 '5 15 15 15 15 15

;caching improvement aCtonites
carbonation in tsCrkSnODS
1.serinte programs etc I 10 11 11 8 5110 12 5 11 7 5

Departments groused by univetsity classification as follows
1 Research Univeesities N 158 its 79)

it Dsi-tnrafiGranung Universities H I'2 trho 72,
III CvnretleIljtVe L111.yerS111e5 and coneges ri 173 rho 93)

Hank difference correlations between current importance and preened IT
0000 ate Shown In parentheses
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Evaluating Scholarship and Research

:Figures 5, 6, 7, and 8 and Tables 8, 9, and 10 summarize the
responses of department heads to the kinds of-information
used in evaluating scholarship or research performance. In
general, the number of articles published in quality jour-
nals, the number of books of which the taculty member is
the sole or senior author, and the qualuysof one's research
and-publications as judged 1w peers at the institution are
the three most- important types of- Information -used. But
there are:important variations between departmental

°groups and uniyersity levels. The Research Universities
tend to put morelemphasis on the judgment of peersboth
from within an.: ,outside the institution than do either
Doctoral - Granting Universities or Comprehensive Univer-
sities and Colleges (figure 5). Comprehensive Universities

and Colleges put the least emphasis on most of-the criteria

listed, with the. Doctoral-Granting Universities falling be-

tween them and the Research Universities.
The departmental groups also differed in how they

evaluated research and scholarship (Figure 6) The profes-
sional departments, compared with those in the arts and_

sciences, placed less emphasis on peer judgments and- on

the number-of quality publications. Essentially, however,
the w a in which departments evaluated 'research in-

teracted with the level of the universitythat is, the de-
partments differed according to the level of the university
this interaction can be.illustrated)-- 4-,canonical dis-
criminant function .analysis of n , (the four de-'
partments within each of the wen:, of -universities)-
and of_the 16 kinds of information ised to assess research
performance. The analysis provides an- optimal discrimina-

Figure 5. Average weight given tovarious kinds of information used to evaluate
scholarship or research performance, by university, level

Kinds of Not a
,Information Factor

Number of:
Publications in all professional journals

Articles in quahtylownals

Unpublished papers or reports

Papers at professional meetings

Citations to published materials

Books as sole orsSenior author

Books as junior author.or editor'

Monographs or chapters in books

Quality of scholarly research and
pubkations as judged by:

Peers at the institution' -

Peers atotharinstitutions'.

DepartmenCchairman"

1-r Doan

Self evaluations

Grants ei fending received

Referee or editor of professional journal

-,;Honors or awards fro-m-prolession*^

p < :05

12

1'

Minor
Factor

....

Major
.Factor

y

MEM.
'atm =Will

Key:

Research Uniyersities

DoctoralGranting Universities

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges

Extremely
Critical
Factor

A



1/4

hombetween the 12 groups on the basis-of the lb kinds of
information, using the mean responses of department
heads as the unit of-analysis.

The results of the canonical discriminant function
anal!, sis, .viuch are suwmanzed in Appendix B and in Fig-

. ores 7 and . indicate t,,t yin dimensions of canation
among the 12 groups oh fl
of these (WQ dimension,
variance among-the 1: 8 .1,

pendo, B). the gru.. p centrist
Mant axt :s in Figure /.1 To,

olds of information. 174.11\
J.for about a third
a

of the )
ztotarof per1/4\ent jApj

is are plotted on the lict,yrim-
example, in the figure, I P

'The discnniinant fur..tion weights -given in Appendix ti are difficult to
interpret, therefore, in order to better ondertdand the re,11111/4, the
between-group:, .onelauuus bet t% iii aft. original responses and O_ di,
criminant axes were studied. these correladons have the advantage of
being treated lunch like factor loadings of ob,ers ed variables on orthogonal
factor-alesthe canonical discrinunant tunthons (1/4.1iti and haus, 197b).

Kinds of
Information

Number of:

identifies the position it professional departments in Re-
search Universities, _11-S represents social science depart-

-ments in Ouctoral-Granting Universities, and so forth. In
addition to mese group centroids, Figure 7 ivcludes-16 lines
of sectors originating (ruin the center Of the plot. These 16
lines represent the way-the lb kinds of informat:on used to
evaluate research and scholarship project into the iscrim-
nant space. The important features of these vectors ale
their directions and their relatice lengths. 13 %isualizing the
direct perpendicular projection of the 12 group centroids
onto these 1/4 ectors, one can get a feeling for the relative
ordering among the Vartmehtfuniversity level groups as
to how they evaluate research performance.

A simplified illustration of the data appears in Figure 8.
The two axes were rotated by visually estimating where
the, best, fit-the canonical yariates. The descriptions at the

Figure 6. Average weight given to-various kinds of information used to evaluate
scholarship or research performance, by departmental subgroup

Not a
Factor

Publications in all professionat journals

Articles in quality journals**

UMmblished papers-'or reports

Papers at professional meetings'

Citations to, published materials

Books as sole or senior author"

Books as junior author or editor

Monographs br chapters in books"

QuabtWof scholarly research -and
publications asijudged by:

Peers at the institutibb

Peers at other-Institutions

Department chairman

Dean',"
.

Self-evaluations

Grants or funding received

Referee or editor of professional journal

Honors or awards from profession

*p .05

'p tit

Minor
Factor

Major
Factor

IM.M OM= =MI 1111

/Nan 011110 - MINIM

Key:

Prolessional'Fields

Social Sciences

Humanities

Natural Sciences

Extremely
Critical "
Factor
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III,H

Ill P

Selfevaluation

II P

In

Papers at
professional
meetings

Figure 7. Plotoruniversity level and departmental subgroup centroids and the 16 kinds of information used to evaluate
scholarship and research In the space defined by the two latgest canonical discriminant axes

Axis I

Grants
received

Dean
evaluation IIIN

I.P

All.journal
publications

Chairman,
evaluation

iiS

II N

-Citations

Professional awards

14

Unpublished
repot ts 4

H

Books,
Senior author

IH

Books edited,
junior author

Journal
editor

I N

' Articles in
quality journals
I nterbarand
external peer
evaluations

-Monographs

1 S-

a41

Key:
I =- Research Universities

11:=DoetoralGranting Universities
ill = Comprehensive Universities and Colleges

P = Professional Fields
S =Social Sciences
H = Humanities
N Natueal Sciences



Figure 8. Rotated canonical discriminant axes, kinds of Information used to evaluate scholarship and research performance

Dimension 2
Evaluations by
dean and self

III

-6 II P

IIIS

Number of books and
monographs published,
papers at professional
meetings

III P

III N

I

Dimension i
Grants received

ilS

II H

I H

1 S

II N

Peer evaluation
Articles in
quality journals
Professional awards

I N

Ke:
I

y
= Research Universities

II = DoctoralGranung Universities
III = Comprehensive Universities and Colleges

P = Professional Fields
S = Social Sciences
H = Humanities
N = Natural Sciences
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Table 8, Information Used to Evaluate Scholarship or Research Performance

Percentage Indicating Extremely Critical Factor and Not a Factor

Current Use and Importance mpodance Each Should Have

Professional
Fields

N=116

Social
Sciences

N=102

Humanities

N=104

Natural
Sciences

N=131

Professional
Fields

N=116

Social
Sciences

N =102

Humanities

N=104

Natural
Sciences

N=131

Ext.
Cut

Not
A

Fact.

Ext.
Crit.

Not
a

Fact.
Ext
Crit.

Not
a

Fact

Ext.
Crit.

Not
a

Fact.

°Ext.
Crit.

Not
a

Fact.
Ext.
Cet,

Not
a

Fact.
Ext.

Crit.

Not
a

Fact.

Ext.
Crit.

Not
a

Fact.

Number of:

Publications in all Professional
jourdals 21 4 14 2 14 6 18 1 11 3 14 13 3 15

Articles in quality journals 29 3- 46 2- 37 3 40 1 44 1 57 1 45 1 45

,1

1

Unpublished papers or reports 0 23 1 24 1 18 0' 22 1 17 2 16 1 12 1 23

Papers at professional meetings 3 6 4 3 13 3 3 2 3 2 4 5 1. 5 2

Citations to published materials 5 36 2 32 1 33 4 28 7 15 5 19 4 ..12 8 11

Books as sole or senior author 25 6 53 1 54 4 15 5 26 -2 53 1 59 2 15 1

Books as junior author or editor 5 8 14 1 10 6 5 -6 5 3 14 1 8 2 6 3.

Monographs or 'chapters in-
books 4 6 18 0 17 4 6 4 7 2 20 . 1 20 2 7 2

Quality of scholarly research and
publications as judgedby:

Peers at-the institution 15 10 36 7 36 6 36- 3 20 3 35 6 37 37 2

$.
Peers:at other institutions 16 22 25 14 31 15 36 10 19 5 32_ 5 38 2 38- 2

Department chairman 14 7 16 14 19 12 10 6 12 7 17 12 15 7 12 8

Dean 13 15 8 32 5 29 2 27 8 15 5 -_ 36, 3 26' 1 26

St ;valuationS. 4 43_ 1 46 2' 51 2 42 7 30 2 ; 51 4 40 2 38

Grants or funding received 20 8 . 7 11 6 21 16 1 -13 4 10* 11 4 11 . 10 3

Referee or editor of professional
journal 0' 12 7 8 7 8- 5 7 4 4- 9 2 -10 4- 3

HOnors or awards from profession 14 6 16 2 12 3 18 2 21 0 -20 -1 14 2 . -18

end-of-each axis_ ordimension-summanze which of the 16
variables seem. to-best denne-the pule. -[he first dimension
contrasts grants received- h- the number-of books pub-
lished_ and papers presented at -professional meetings. As-
indicated by their position huffiest out from the ceisiler,
natural science departments in-the first two-levels °rum-

-Versales (Research and.- Doctoral=G ranting- Universities),
-followed-at:some distance by third-level natural sclence de-
partments (Comprehensive-Universities and-Colleges) and
first-level processional departments, were at the "grants re-
ceived"-end-of the continuum. As- Figures 7 and 8-further
illustrate, theinimanmes departments in the top two levels
of institutions were at the books-papers"-pole. The second_
dimension contrasts evaluations by deans and-by the-indi-
vidualrfaculty member (self-evaluation)m ith_peer and-pro-
fessional-evaluations. the latter include judgments _of re-
search-or publications -by -peers from inside and outside-the
institution, articles published in quality journals, awards
from-the-profession, and; to-a lesser extent, the number-of
citations to the individual's published- materials and journal
editorship. -evaluations by deans and- self-evaluations
were emphasized most -in professional departments at sec-
ond- and--third-level institutions as well as in humanities

16
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departments in thirdAi2vel universities. Peer and-profes-
sional evaluations (fOr example, articles in quality journals)
wc:re -emphasized-most:In- social science -depar tments in
first -level universities. To some extent, humanities and
natural science departments in first-level universities also
emphasized-peer-and professional evaluations.ln_sum; the
assessment of _research and scholarship, as_Figures 7_and 8-
help -to make -clear, varies-considerably depending-on-the
type-of-department and level olinstitution.

The current and preferred- iniportance-ol each -criterion-
-for assessing research and scholarship, is summarized
Tables 8, 9, and-10. Table 8 also inclu'di2sthe percentages of
departments- that use jlie criterion as an-extremely critical.
faCtor or not at_all, The quality-of publications is_judged by
peers,-department -heads, or deans was extremely impor-
tant in many departments, yet was not used as.a criterion in
many 'others. For example, 25-percent-of the rerpondents in
the-social science departments reported:peers at other in-
stitutions to be critical in judging scholarship, while 14-per-
cent did not call on -these peers as judges at all

-Department -heads in--the _Research Universities were
generally satisfied with the relative and absolute-weights
they use in-evaluating-research or scholarship. The in the



Table 9. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for
Evaluating Research or Scholarship Performance,

by Departmental Subgroup'

Current Use
and Importance

Importance Each
Should Have

P N H

Number of:

Publications in all professional
journals 3 5 5 8.5 8 8 6

Articles in quality journals 2 2 2- 1 1 1 2 1

Unpublished papers or reports 14 13 13 14.5 15 14 14 15

Papers at professional meetings 10 11 6.5 11 11 12 7 11

Citations to published materials 15 15 15 13 14 13 15.5 13

Bo s as sole or senior author 1 1 1 7 2 2 1 5

B ok as junior author or editor 8 6 10 10 10 7 11 10

M p raphs or chapters in-books 9 4 8 6 5 5 8

Quaky) of scholarly research and
pub cations a? judged by:

Peers at the institution 5.5 3 ,3 2 3 3 3 2

Peers at other institutions 12 8 8 3 5 4 4 3

Department chairman 7 9 9 9 8.5 9 9 9

Dean 11 14 14 14.5 13 15 15.5 14

Self-evaluations 16 16 16 16 16 16 10 16

Grants or funding received 4 10 12 _4 .10 13 7

Referee or editor of professional
journal 13 12 11 12 12 11 12 12

Honors or awards from profession 55 7 6 4 6 6 4

`P = Professional-Fields. N-- 116 (rho 82)
S = Social Sciences, fl 102 (rho 94)

H = Humanities: N 104 (rho = 89)
N Natural SCiences, N 131 (rho = 97)

Rank difference correlations between .current importance and preferred im-
portance are shown in parentheses

. _

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges thought that-
. more weight should-be given to ludgments made be peers

at other -institutions and in the number 01 publications rn
quality journals. Most respondents, regardless of le of of
university or department, preterre41 to put relatk elt less
emphasis on the sheer number of publications in all twes
ot- journals: I he natural suence and professional depart-
ments also preferred to put slightlt less y%eight on grants
received-than they currently do.

Discussion

leaching. research, and service are titiall% enumerated-as
the three functions of most universities and, therefore, pre-
sumably the three major concern~ of lat..ulk members. fiat
the responses given by 453 department heads from 134 uni-

versities indicate that public or linker-sift servile is gener-
ally given little importance in eviluaung taLuitt members
for decigons regading tenure, salar, and promotion. The

Table 10. Ranking of Current and Preferred Criteria for
Evaluating Research or Scholarship Performance,

by University Level'

Current Use
ancflmportance

Importance E ach
Should,Hav e

All II III All li III

NuMber of

Publications in all professional
journals 4 5 5S 2 7 7 11 7

Articles in quality journals 1 1 3 1 1 1 1

Unpublished papers or-reports 14 15 14 14- 15 15 15 13

Papers at professional meetings. 11 1 12 7511 9 5 12 9

Citations to published materials 15 13 15 15 5 13'.. 13 14 14:

Books as sole o( senior author 2 3 2 ;; 1 2 4 2 2

Books as junior author or editor 10 9 10 9 9 9.5 9 8

Monographs or chapters in books 6 7 4 75 6 6 6 6

Quality of scholarly research and
publications as judged-by

Peers at -the institution 3 2 3 4. 3 2 3 -3

Peers at other institutions 7 4 8 12- 3 4 5

Department chairman 8.5 8 7 10 8 8 / 12

Dean t3 14 13 13 14 14- 18 15

Self- valuations 16 16 16 15-f5 Is 16-16_ 16

Grants or funding-received. 8.5 10 9 6 10 11 8 10

Referee oreditor of professional
journal 12 12 I1 11 12 12 10 11

Honors or awards from profession 5 5z 5 5 5 5 4

Departments gr6u0ed by university c
I :133esearch Universities, N 158
II Ooctoral-Granting Universities:

Ill Comgrehensive Universities and

curren'1 importance and ILreferied im-

lassifical on as follows
(rho - 98)
N 122 (rho 92)
Colleges. N 173 (rho 83)

RanK difference correlalich. between
portance are shown in parentheses

Research Unk ersities, with- large Phi) programs a-nd
Ilea%) financial support for research, emphasize research,
as might be expected. Teaching, though, according to=the
respondents, is a close second in importance At the
Doctoral-GrAting Universities and the Comprehensive
Unit ersities and Colleges,. teaching was canked firq brim-
pox ta nee, follow ed ,closely -by research. Pe rsoira I qualifica-
tions, such as having an advanced degrO and- the appro-
priate experience, 'were the only other criteria considered
major-factors in advancement decisions. Therefore, in addi-
tion to community and publit service, student advising and
service-to, the institution -were also-seemas relatively minor
factors,-In short, this study suggests that once the appro-
priate credentials are in hand, most- universities and de-
partments evaluate most-faculty members as_researchers-
scholars a'nt'i classroom teachers, with arying emphasis
depending on the level of the university orthe type of the
departAnt. Of course, it important to note that the
chairmen w ere responding to Hie criteria as -they applied-to
their entire department, several pointed.out that individual
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faculty members in the department frequently hate carymg
responsibilities and that the importance of any critmon de-
pends on what those responsibilities are. Some chairmen
also added_ that the significance of the various criteria de-
pends on the level of the advancement in question and that-
each candidate was- expected to be outstanding in at least
one area (usually research or teaching).

Whether teaching does, in fact, receive as much weight in
promotion- and tenure decisions as chairmen report or
whether they are-merely paying hp service to its importance
is difficult to know. There is reason to doubt. The faculty in
the previously reported Oregon State study (Thorne, Scott,
and Beaird; 1976) viewed publications as the most-influen-
tial piece of evidence in decisions_on advancement. It may
be that research activity would have ranked ahead of class-
room teaching for all levels of =versifies (not just the Re-
search Universities) if the questionnaire had listed a single
criterion (as with classroom teaching) instead of three sepa-
rate kinds of- Information (number of publications, quality
of publications, and research and/or-creative actin it) inde-
pendent of publication). This may have diffused the em-

,

phasis that- research and scholarship activity actually re-
ceives.

The-results of this study also suggest an-increase in the
use-of some of, the more systematic and-tangible-kinds of

,.;eyidencerfor evaluating teaching performance. In compari-
son-with- the Astm- and-tee survey a decade earlier, sys-
tematic student _ratings and, to-some extent, the content_of-

-course syllabi and examinations are used -more frequently.
Other recent studies, as discussed earlier, have noted a

,Isimilar increase in the use of student ratings_for tenure and
promotion decisions. Surprisingly, according to the re-
sponses of- department heads in this study,.studentratings
were even more_important in the Research Universities and-
the-Doctoral-Granting-Universities than in the Comprehen-
sive Universities-and Colleges. Possibly the larger size-of
the-_Researckand -Doctoral-Granting -Universities _fostered
the use-of formal- student-ratings as evidence of teaching
effectiveness.

Although there*.ippears to be an increase-in-the use of at
_Aeast_-_some_subs_tantive evidence -for evaluating teaching,
apparently its use falls far short of,what department heads
think is needed. They would like -to see-even more em-
-phasis on -systematic student_ ratings and an evaluation of
-the content of-course syllabi and examinations. They also
-believe that formal colleague ratings based _on- classroom
visits and-a long-term follow- up- of-how students perform
should -get -more-weight than they- currently do. But both-
formal colleague ratings_ and the assessment of long -term ,
student outcomes are difficult-measures to_ obtain- in any
systematic and usable way. Colleague ratings based primar-
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on classroom observation would in most instances not
be reliable enough to use -in making decisions on tenure and
promotionat least not without faculty members investing
considerable time in visitations or training sessions (Centra,
1973). And the assessment of student learning

possibly
after

the students have completed a course, while possibly an
ideal indicator of the long-term effects of a ecourse or
teacher, is unwieldy to administer; moreover, the effects
are difficult to attribute to a specific teacher. An assessment
of end-of-course learning, although more manageable, is
also subject to misinterpretation -when used in tenure-and-
promotion decisions (Centra, 1977). No doubt, however,
student learning is an important criterion in assessing
teaching, and-it may be that colleagues (or a department
committee) could -help review and judge pre-post at hieve-
ment gains, student projects, or other evidence course

-.outcomes.
In comparison with the evaluation of teaching, the evalu-

ation of- research makes possible the use of much more
tangible evidence,.although judgments still play an impor-
tant role in the evaluation. Articles, books, awards from the
profession, and, in the natural sciences, grants received are
the most important kinds of information used. Quality of
research, according=to the chairmen is and should be the
primary consideration. Therefore, in most academic fields
the number of articles in quality journals is of prime impor-
tance, along -with the judgments of research or scholarship
made by peers at the institution. In fact, chairmen feelithat
More use 'Should be made of peers at other institutions as
additional reviewers of the quality of a faculty member's
research or scholarship.1

But in general, the evaluation of research and'scholarship
depends very much on the type of department and the level
of institution.°The number of books and paper's- produced,
for example, is especially important in humanities depart-
ments at the top ttiio levels of universities, but not at the
third-level. Peer judgments of research and the number of
articles in quality journals are impOrtant in social science
departments -in the Research Universities,but not in social
science departments -in the Comprehensive UniverSities
and Colleges. These-variations point out -that -the criteria
ilsedte-evaluate-researckand-scholarship-should be set.at.
the department level rather than at the institutional
levelor, for- that matter, by the discipline as a whole. In-
deed, the same might be- said for evaluating total faculty
performance: the individual departments probably need
some flexibility -in- setting their own criteria and standards
of performance. Department procedures should be consid-
ered within the general framework provided by university
Policies and, as department heads in this study indicated,
should be based on as muckhard evidence as- possible.
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Dear Colleague,:

IN AFFILIATION-WITH
The Association of Graduate Schools
The Council of Graduate Schools

May 1976

We are undertaking,a survey of faculty evaluation procedures and

need -your assistance. The purpose of the survey is to investigate
what departments are doing and what they think ought to be dofie:WherP

evaluating the performance of .faculty members.

We hope you will be able to complete the enclosed questionnaire and

return it to your graduate dean as soon as possible. He or she will

forward your responses to researchers at Educational Testing. Service

whO will summarize the results. Questionnaires are being distributed

to a sample of department chairmen at about 150 universities. -

The questionnaire asks about the methOds being Used in your depart-

ment to evaluate fadulty for promotion, salary inerease,"or tenure.

Please indicate the importance given to each criterion when evaluating

performance, including both teaching and scholarship or research

perforMance. We would also like to know how you think various sources

of information,ought to be used. -We recognize that final decisions

arefrequently made beyond the det)artment level; however, reoommenda-

tions by 'departments are critical. Therefore, this questionnaire

focuses on procedures that are used to arrive at departmental

recommendations.

Because the response format may not allow you to adequately describe

what is done at your department,in faculty evaluation (or what you

think should be done), we have also provided spabe for yodr ,

tional comments. The survey report will not identify individuals or

institutions by name.

Thank you for your help with the survey. A-report ol the results

-will be sent to you at your request and--we trust it will -be of

interest to you.

Maryann A. Lear

91

Sitiberely,

G

Sanford S. Elberg,
Chairman



SURVEY OF DEPARTMENTAL PRACTICES IN EVALUATING
FACULTY PERFORMANCE

I. Listed below are criteria that might be taken into account in evaluating faculty
members for promotion, salary increase_, or tenure. We would like, you to give
your best judgment about:

A. how important each criterion is in personnel judgments currently being made
about faculty members within the department; (Column A)

B. how important you think each criterion should be. That is, given the goals
of your department and institution, how much weight ought to be placed on each
factor? (ColumnB) Respond as follows:

1 = 'Not a factor
2 = Minor factor
3 = Major factor
4 = ExtreMely critical factor

0 F Not available

A

Current use and
importance.in personnel

recommendations

(Circle one response in
each row)

Classroom teaching 1-

'Number of pubiications 1

Quality of publications 1

-Research and/or creative activity
(independent of paiication) 1

Supervision of student research,, including
serving om masters- and doctoral committees -1-

Student ,adviSing 1

Campus committee work, service to college 1

Activity in professional societies (hold
--office, -edit journal, etc.),

Public or community service

Competing job offers ,

Consultation (government, business, etc..) 1

-Personality factors 1

Personal qualifications (academic degrees,
prdfessional experience, etc. -) 1,
Other (specify -)

Comments about abOve criteria:

a

1

_B

Importance each should
have in personnel

recommendations

(Circle one response
in each row)

2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

2' 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

2- 3 4= 0 1 2 4, 4

2 3 4', 0 1 2 3' 4

2 3- 4- 0 1 2 3- 4

2 3- 4 0. 1_ 2 3 4

2 3 4 -0- 1 2 '3 -4

2- 3 4 0 1 2 3- 4

2 3 4 0: 1 2 '3 4

2 3 4 .0 1 2 3 4

2 3 -4 0 1 2 3 4

2 3 -4 0 1, 2 ,3 4

2 3 4 1 2 3 4

2 3 4 0 1 4

22
21



II. Listed below are sources of information that might be taken into account when evalu-

ating the teaching performance of individual *faculty members in connection with

promotion, salary increases, or tenure recommendations. 1,44at is the current impor-

tance of each in your department and what importance do you think each should ,have?

1 = Not a factor
2 = Minor factor
3 = Major factor
4-=,Extremely critical

0 = Not available

Current use

factor

and
in

`Importance
should

each
have inimportance

Indicators of evaluating

teaching performance teaching performance

evaluating
teaching performance

(Circle one response
in each row)

(Circle one response
in each row)

Systematic student ratings 1 2 3. 4 0 2 3 4,

Informal student opinions 1 2, 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

Colleague ratings based on

classroom visits 1 t2 3- 0 1 2. 3- 4

Colleagues' opinions 1 2 3 0- 1 2 3 4

Student examination performance i 2 -3 4 0 1.-'2 3 4

Content-of- course syllabi and

examinations .
1 2 3 4 1 2. 3 4

--Chairman evaluation 1 . 2 3- 4 0 3- 4

Dean-evaluatton 1- 2 3 -4 -0 2 3 _4

Committee-evaluation 1- 2 3, *.4 1- 2 3 4

Self-evaluation or report 2 3 4 0 1 2 3

Long term follow up'of how
stydents perform 1 2 3 4 -1 2. 3 4

Alumni opinions or ratings I, 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

Popularity of elective courses

(e.g., enrollment) Z 1 2 3 4 0 1- 2 3 4-

Video-tape of classroom teaching 1

Teaching improvement activities
(participation in workshops, in-

service programs, etc.) 1

2

2

3

3

4

4

0

0

1 '2

-1 2 3

.1

r

Others (specify)

2 3 4 1 2 3 '4
1

Comments about above indicators:

22
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III. Listed below are kinds of information that Might be used to evaluate the scholar-
ship or research performance of ,individual facuM members. Which ones are now
used in your department when. making personnel- decisions? Which ones do you think
should be used?

Kinds of information.

Number of:

1-= Not,a factor
2 =. Minor factor

3 = Major factor
4 = Extremely critical factor

0 = Not available

Current use and
importance in

evaluating :scholarship
or researdfperformance

(Circle one response
in each row)

Importance each
should have in

evaluating scholarship
or research performance

(Circle one .response
in each row)

Publications in all professional
journals 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

Articles in quality journals 1 3 4 0 2 3 4

Unpublished papers or reports 1 2 3' 4 0 2 3 A r

Papers at Orofessiond) meetings 1 2 3. 4 0 1- 2 3- 4

CitationS to published,materials, 1- 2 3 4 0. -1 2 3 4

Boqks as sole or senior author 1- 2 .3 4 0- 1 2 3 4-

:Books as junior author or editor 1 2 3 4 0- 1 2 3 1-

Monogr'aphs or chapters in books 1- -2 3 4 0 1 -2- 3- 4

Quality-of scholarly research and=
publicationS as judged by:

Peers at -the institution 1 2 3 4 -0 -1 2 3 4-

Peers at other institutions 1 2 3 4 0 1. -2- 3- 4

Department chairman ',1= 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

Dean- 1 2 3 4 0 l .2 3 4'

Self-evaluations 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

Grants or funding received 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

-Referee or editor of professional.
journal , 1 2 3 4 -0 1 -2 3 4

-HOnors or-awards from wofession 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4-

Others - (specify)

1 2 3 4 0 1 "2 3

Comments about above information:

u I-
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Please use the- space below- to comment orb practices in your department or at

,yOur institution_ that may- not be adequately reflected in your responses thus

far, Are- there'prattices that you think should be followed, instead?

Name

Title or Rank

Department Uni vers i ty

0

__Address

Highest degree dffdred by the deprtment:

24

0

Number of fulT-time- facultSt_ members in the department:

Check here if you would like a c,opy: of the final results.

Someone in your graduate ,dean's office is coordinating the distribution and

collection of these questionnaires. Please return your completed form to this=

.person.

Thank you for your assistance. John h. Centra
Mary Jp Clark .

Project Directors
Edubational Testing Service
Princeton, New Jersey 08540:

(609) 921-9000



5,

Appendix B ..

CanonicarDiscriminant Functior,1 Analysis OfInformation
Used to Evaluate Scholarship and Research'

Discriminant Function Root

.5130

.4492

.1548

.!Cmulatipe %Trac.o . a
35.5

3Y 66;5
't

r 77:2
4 .1050. 84.5
5 .0729
6 .0591 93.6
7 .0283 95.6
8 e .0280 97.5
9 .0233 _99.1

10 .0084 99.7
'11-1 .0039 100.0

Wilk's Lambda Criterion.= .28' for F (176, 3909) = 3.25

Test for residual after removing: Chi-square
First discriminant function 365.95 150,

First two discriminant functiOns 203.09 126
First- three discriminant functions -139.91 104
First four discriminant functions -96.07 84
_First:five discriminant- functions 65.16 66
-First six-discriminant functions

3297.6948

50
First seven discriminant functions 36
First-eight discriminant functions 15.55 24.
First nine discriminant functions 5.42 -14
Filit ten-discriminant-functions 1.72 6

DiscriMinant Function Weights Scaledzfor Unit-
Within-Groups Variance on Original Responses

Discriminant Function

Variable

Number of

II III '

.
Journal-publications .1Z9 .028 .025
Articles-in quality journals .015 .413 .233' ':4

Unpublished-papersfreports_. -.099 -.096 ,-.157
Papers at =professional meetings : -.137 -.214 ' -.376
Citations to materials .003' . .121 -.209
Books as sole or senior author -.568 -.453 .265
Books as junior author or editor .234 .212 .256.
Monographs or-chapters '-.111. -.037 .159

Quality of work judgtil by: ,
Peers at-the-institution -.201 .287 --,115
Peers at other instittitions -.117 .259 -.314
Department-chairman -.088 -.180 .201.
Dean .132 -.093- -.113
Self-evaluations .156' -.352 .087

Grants or fuilding received .451 .211 ;334
JoyrAalieditor or referee r -.035 -3355 .054

rolessional asvardsihonors -.048 .064 .048

'Tle author is grateful-to Allen Yak. -tor his help wah the canonical thscnminant analysts',
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